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SUMMARY 

The Rural Companies submit these Reply Comments in the Commission’s proceeding 

examining the potential for a unified intercarrier compensation plan. The adoption of any new 

intercarrier compensation fiamework, including a bill-and-keep approach, presents issues that 

have not been addressed hl ly  in this proceeding. The general proposals and policy questions 

raised by the NPRM have not provided a record upon which a rational plan can be developed with 

respect to intercarrier compensation mechanisms with the Rural Companies. 

The Rural Companies urge the Commission to focus the proceeding with an explicit 

proposal that would provide the industry with the opportunity to evaluate the proposal and all 

potential effects. Any changes in intercarrier or access charge compensation (1) will require the 

development and incorporation of an alternative compensation source that can replace the former 

cost recovery, (2) must preserve the universal service achievements that are the result of the 

current plan, and (3) should avoid the introduction of some new form of unworkable or counter- 

productive mechanism. It would be premature to introduce a bill-and-keep approach on a 

piecemeal basis or to encourage hrther arbitrage of existing access charge compensation. 

Some parties have attempted to utilize this proceeding improperly to distort the meaning 

and application of existing interconnection requirements. Some commenting parties have 

attempted to exploit unauthorized arrangements that large Bell Companies have attempted to 

impose on small, rural LECs. Bell Companies do not have any right to negotiate interconnection 

on behalf of small LECs. The Bell Companies have attempted to establish themselves as the 

mandatory, central interconnection point for all carriers and have attempted to deny small LECs 

of any opportunity (a) to provide their own interconnection services, (2) to design and provision 

their own network interconnection, and (3) to negotiate their own destiny, as are their rights. 
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Interconnection policy must prohibit this improper and anti-competitive behavior. 

Other commenting parties have suggested interconnection arrangements for small LECs 

that go well beyond reasonable obligations. The interconnection obligations of rural incumbent 

LECs cannot extend beyond their own incumbent networks and local service offerings. The Rural 

Companies set forth in these Reply Comments a set of facts regarding the technical operations and 

obligations of rural LECs that should guide the Commission in its evaluation of interconnection 

policy. 
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Before the 
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 

Washington, D.C. 20554 

In the Matter of 

Developing a Unified Intercarrier 
Compensation Regime 

CC Docket No. 01-92 

REPLY COMMENTS OF THE 
ALLIANCE OF INCUMBENT RURAL INDEPENDENT TELEPHONE COMPANIES 

AND THE INDEPENDENT ALLIANCE 

Pursuant to the Commission’s Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, FCC 0 1 - 132, released 

April 27, 2001 in this proceeding (“NPRM”), the Alliance of Incumbent Rural Independent 

Telephone Companies’ and the Independent Alliance2 (collectively referred to as the “Rural 

Companies”) respectfblly submit these Reply Comments. 

The Rural Companies have formed for the purposes of (1) providing its members with the 

opportunity to respond to concerns that arise as a result of the direct and secondary effects of a 

change in intercarrier revenue sources; (2) ensuring that the record in this proceeding is not 

clouded by potentially misleading and inaccurate comments; and (3) ensuring that each member 

has an opportunity to participate collectively or individually in any subsequent review or other 

proceedings that may be necessary. 

As a result of (1) the lack of any definite plan or rules for comment, (2) the theoretical 

nature of the compensation proposals, and (3) the widely diverse and opposing positions of the 

The Alliance previously filed Reply Comments on March 12, 2001 in the Commission’s 
proceeding examining the Rural Task Force recommendation regarding Universal Service Support 
for rural telephone companies and the Multi-Association Group (“MAG”) proposal. 

in response to the Order on Remand and Report and Order regarding compensation for ISP- 
bound traffic released April 27, 2001, in CC Docket Nos. 96-98 and 99-68. 

’ The Alliance filed a Petition for Reconsideration and/or Clarification on June 14,2001, 



commenting parties, this proceeding has not provided the Commission with any rational policy 

direction to proceed without first narrowing and focusing the proceeding on a clear and explicit 

proposal. There is no record of facts before the Commission upon which some new compensation 

approach could rationally be adopted. Any resolution will require the development of an as-yet- 

unarticulated, modified approach that is consistent with the statutory requirements, established 

policy, rational cost recovery, and rate design for rural LEC service providers. 

I .  ANY CHANGES IN INTERCARRIER COMPENSATION ARRANGEMENTS MUST 
ADDRESS THE OVERALL COST RECOVERY OF CARRIERS. 

Any restructuring of the intercarrier compensation arrangements must be reconciled with 

the fact that intercarrier compensation revenues are an integral part of the overall cost recovery of 

rural LECs. This cost recovery source is a critical component of cost recovery for higher cost, 

rural telephone companies. 

The commenting parties understand that the framework for intercarrier settlements 

overlaps with the framework for access charges. Under the intercarrier compensation plans that 

have emerged from the Commission’s local competition rules, some intercarrier traffic is 

indistinguishable fiom access traffic. Accordingly, changes in the intercarrier system will force 

changes in access charge revenue sources for rural companies serving the nation’s high cost to 

serve areas. 

The collateral result would have a significant adverse impact on the rates and overall cost 

recovery for these rural carriers and their subscribers. Shifts in cost recovery would result in 

major rate impacts for users across the n a t i ~ n . ~  Accordingly, any sustainable proposal for 

NECA at 5; NTCA at 9-10; GVNW at Apps. B and D; Western Alliance at 8-9; Focal at 

(continued.. .) 
41; Time Warner Telecom at 25, Sprint at 22; Regulatory Commission of Alaska at 2; and 
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restructuring ( I )  must incorporate alternative cost recovery sources that can replace the former 

sources, (2) must preserve the universal service achievements that are the result of the existing 

intercarrier compensation arrangements, and (3) should avoid the introduction of some new form 

of unworkable or counter-productive mechanism. The comments and record before the 

Commission thus far do not provide sufficient insight into the resolution of these interrelated 

goals. 

It is not clear at this point whether a restructuring (including forms of “bill and keep”) can 

produce a plan that is competitively fair, distributes cost recovery among all users of the network 

in a fair and efficient manner, and avoids a new set of arbitrage and loophole opportunities for 

carriers and users. Regardless of the potential mechanics, the amount of cost recovery for the 

generally higher cost, rural telephone companies that would have to be addressed by a 

replacement source cannot successhlly be absorbed into a universal service me~hanism.~ Over 

reliance on an ill-conceived, counter-productive form of universal service support in a 

“portability” mode would not produce the level of reliable cost recovery that will be necessary for 

carriers to invest in infrastructure and networks that will support hture, advanced services in the 

higher cost to serve areas of the Rural Companies. 

Commercial Mobile Radio Service (“CMRS”) licensees have argued that the Commission 

should utilize its distinct authority over CMRS to force a bill-and-keep approach for wireless- 

wireline interconnection arrangements.’ Because the Commission has prescribed a geographic 

’(. . .continued) 
Century Telecom at 6 .  

See, e.g., Alltel at 13. 

See, e.g., Verizon Wireless at 3-14; Voicestream Wireless at 14-15; CTIA at 3-15; and 5 

(continued.. .) 
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area for termination of CMRS traffic on LEC networks that is based on the boundaries of large 

Major Trading Areas (“MTAs”), substantial amounts of traffic that wireless carriers terminate on 

LEC networks is equivalent to interexchange traffic for wireline carriers6 Accordingly, the 

existing rules already foster a regulatory arbitrage opportunity for wireless carriers that terminate 

traffic pursuant to interconnection and pay only transport and termination in comparison to 

interexchange carriers that pay appropriate access charges for the same point-to-point calls.’ 

Without addressing the cost recovery impact on affected rural LECs, and without the 

development of a rational and non-discriminatory plan, any premature transformation of CMRS 

termination compensation to a bill-and-keep approach in rural service areas would only hrther 

exacerbate the overlapping effects on wireline services, LEC revenues, and discrimination in the 

interexchange service rates offered in rural areas. 

The ability to invest in quality, advanced services networks depends on reasonable cost 

recovery. The ultimate recovery of costs from users of telecommunications must comport with 

the imperative that rates satisfjl conditions of comparability, reasonableness, affordability and non- 

discrimination.8 Whether access charge revenue is eliminated directly, or indirectly by 

’(. . .continued) 
AT&T Wireless at 15-24. 

York and Vermont all the way to eastern portions of Pennsylvania and includes the majority of 
New York, all of Connecticut, and portions of New Jersey, in between. 

For example, the New York MTA stretches from the Canadian border in northern New 

’ Compare the difference in the provisions of 47 C.F.R. $0 5 1.701(b)( 1) and (b)(2). 

The Commission only recently adopted an order (as yet not released) in the MAG 
proceeding that will alter the access cost recovery for small and rural LECs. It is not clear what 
relationship there is between this proceeding and the MAG proceeding. A decision in this 
proceeding could render the access charge decision moot. Because the Commission has not 
released its order in the MAG proceeding, the record in this proceeding is insufficient with respect 
to Rural Telephone Companies. The Rural Companies have not had the opportunity to analyze, 

(continued.. .) 
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blurring the lines that determine what traffic is considered access, the effect will be adverse 

without an effective and sufficient cost recovery replacement. Similarly, modifications in 

other intercarrier compensation arrangements, without an offsetting mechanism, will also result in 

adverse cost recovery and rate consequences. 

11. SOME PARTIES HAVE ATTEMPTED TO UTILIZE THIS PROCEEDING TO 
DISTORT THE MEANING AND APPLICATION OF EXISTING 
INTERCONNECTION REQUIREMENTS. 

A. LARGE LECs HAVE NO RIGHT TO ESTABLISH INTERCONNECTION FOR 
SMALL AND RURAL LECs. 

Several commenting parties, ostensibly commenting on new approaches for intercarrier 

compensation, have attempted to utilize this proceeding to propose novel arrangements that 

would both conflict with established rules and policy and would deny small and rural telephone 

companies of their statutory rights. Some commenting parties suggest a form of “transit traffic” 

interconnection,’ and others suggest that rural companies should have interconnection obligations 

that go well beyond their incumbent networks.” 

*(...continued) 
much less have any experience with, the effects of the recent decision. 

October 2,2001. Despite Verizon Wireless’s arguments, the provisions of reciprocal 
compensation for the transport and termination of telecommunications traffic pursuant to the 
Commission’s Part 5 1, Subpart H rules do not apply with respect to indirect arrangements. There 
must be an interconnection between a CMRS licensee and a LEC for the disparate MTA criterion 
rule to apply. The MTA criterion does not apply with respect to an interconnection between two 
LECs. See 47 C.F.R. 9 5 1.701(b) and (c)(“between a LEC and a CMRS provider’’ and ‘%om the 
interconnection point between the two carriers”). Moreover, as explained in the text herein, a 
CMRS-LEC interconnection with a Bell Company does not establish, for the CMRS provider, 
interconnection with a separate rural telephone company. 

the CLEC or that the CLEC should not be required to establish points of interconnection 
reasonably related to the area in which traffic is originated or terminated. See, e.g., Cablevision 

See, e.g., Sprint at 33-35, Verizon Wireless at 35.47, and Nextel Ex Parte dated 9 

lo Generally, CLECs argue that incumbents should transport traffic around the LATA for 

(continued.. .) 
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The fact is that large carriers have undertaken a strategy to impose arbitrary, non- 

negotiated terms and conditions for connecting carrier arrangements and “interconnection” on 

smaller, neighboring LECs. This improper strategy has been adopted by large carriers under the 

guise that the Commission has somehow required the larger carriers to deliver third party camers’ 

traffic to small connecting LECs, irrespective of whether the large LEC has established a 

connecting carrier arrangement with the small LEC for this purpose, irrespective of whether the 

third party carrier has requested and negotiated interconnection with the small connecting LEC, 

and irrespective of whether the rights of the small LEC would be denied. 

Neither the Act nor the Commission’s rules address so-called “transit traffic 

arrangements” or three-party interconnection arrangements.” The emergence of this concept can 

be traced to the questionable actions of some larger LECs (to be referred to as “Bell Companies”) 

to force arrangements on smaller, rural incumbent LECs without agreement, without 

authorization, and without regard to the smaller LECs’ rights. Whatever the intention of the 

commenting parties in this proceeding, the Commission should recognize, acknowledge, and 

understand the facts prior to accepting any self-serving comments regarding requirements and 

law. 

Without explicit agreement to the contrary, a Bell Company is not authorized by a small 

LEC, and has no explicit right, to act as an “agent” for a rural company when the Bell Company 

negotiates and enters into interconnection agreements with CLECs and CMRS (“CLEC/CMRS”) 

lo(. . .continued) 

I’ All traffic is completed among carriers. In the absence of explicit, directly negotiated 

Lightpath, Inc. at 3; Level 3 at 27-28; and Alliance Telecom, Inc. at 26-29. 

arrangements, “indirect interconnection” is satisfied by small and rural LECs through their access 
service offerings and arrangements with interexchange carriers. 

Keply Comments of the Alliance of Incumbent 

Independent Alliance 
Kural Independent Telephone and the - 6 -  

CC Docket No. 0 1-92 
November 5,200 I 



carriers. Furthermore, in a competitive world, there can be no blanket arrangement which would 

allow a Bell Company to require small, rural LECs to subtend the Bell Company network. Bell 

Companies have negotiated bilateral agreements with CLEC/CMRS camers. The rural LECs are 

not parties to these agreements. Nevertheless, Bell Companies have apparently represented and 

offered to the CLEC/CMRS carriers a service arrangement whereby the Bell Company delivers 

CLEC/CMRS traffic to the network of rural companies without authorization. Regardless, an 

interconnection agreement that a CLEC/CMRS carrier may reach with a Bell Company does not 

and cannot establish interconnection with a non-party, rural telephone company. The Bell 

Companies have effectively attempted to establish themselves as the mandatory, central 

interconnection point for all camers, and have attempted to effectively preempt any meaningfid 

opportunity for smaller carriers to provide their own interconnection services, to design and 

provision their own network arrangements, or even to negotiate their own destiny as is their 

statutory right.I2 

Voluntary three-party arrangements may be possible if the rights and responsibilities of all 

parties are properly and filly addressed. However, there is no authorization for Bell Companies 

to proceed with transit arrangements unless and until all parties have consented to the 

There has been no proceeding, policy analysis, or any examination of the public interest 
to conclude that large LECs (Le., Bell Companies) have been chosen to be the intermediary 
situated between all other competing carriers. A detrimental and chilling effect will overhang the 
promotion of competition if a fiamework is promoted whereby one large LEC is granted the 
status to be situated at the center, between all other competitors. This is of particular concern 
given that rural LECs are often the victims of unauthorized traffic, inaccurate measurement, lost 
settlements, fiaud, and disputes with the large companies with respect to their abuse of 
connecting carrier arrangements. Smaller LECs cannot be forced to accept a Bell Company as an 
intermediary upon which the small LEC must depend or be forced to subtend the network of a 
competitor. Competition cannot proceed if a large company can simply impose its will on a small 
company. 

12 
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arrangement and mutually agreeable terms and conditions have been established between the 

parties. Many small and rural LECs have lodged protests against Bell Companies about this 

unauthorized activity and have put the appropriate Bell Company on notice that it will be held 

responsible for the unauthorized use andor abuse of existing connecting carrier arrangements. 

The Bell Companies and the CLEC/CMRS carriers have proceeded to exercise their rights 

with each other to request, negotiate and enter into proper agreements that govern their 

relationship. The Bell Companies and these interconnecting partners have attempted to disregard 

and deny the rural carriers' rights and have generally failed to acknowledge the rural LECs as 

entities with rights separate and apart from Bell Companies.13 

B. THE INTERCONNECTION OBLIGATIONS OF RURAL INCUMBENT LECs 
CANNOT EXTEND BEYOND THEIR OWN INCUMBENT NETWORKS 
AND LOCAL SERVICE OFFERINGS. 

This proceeding has also spawned confixion and comment about transport obligations 

among carriers. These issues involve two concepts: (1) the obligations among carriers when new 

entrants seek interconnection points, or switch traffic at points, that are at a distance from the 

area in which traffic is originated and terminated;14 and (2) how the relatively small network and 

calling scope of LECs should be reconciled with respect to CMRS-LEC interconnection that 

involves MTAs that are often hundreds to thousands times larger geographically than the LEC's 

actual operation and limits of its service offerings. Regardless of what conksion has emerged 

l 3  With this discussion in mind, the analysis suggested by footnote 148 of the NPRMis 
inaccurate in that RBOCs do not have routine authorization, connecting carrier arrangements, or 
the right to the arrangements described in the text of the footnote. Moreover, RBOCs have 
abused their connecting carrier arrangements with smaller LECs. The footnote also suggests a 
compensation liability that is inconsistent with the facts. It is the RBOC that is responsible for the 
connecting carrier arrangements that it may have with smaller LECs when the RBOC arbitrarily 
undertakes to deliver traffic, on a transit basis, to the small LEC. 

l4  See NPRMat para. 72. 
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regarding these issues, the Commission cannot establish sustainable regulations affecting small 

rural LECs that ignore technical network facts. Accordingly, the Rural Companies respectfblly 

suggest that the Commission both acknowledge and be guided by the following common sense 

facts as it proceeds to develop an interconnection framework: 

1. A small, incumbent LEC has no technical ability or obligation to interconnect at a point 
outside of its own network. A small LEC cannot possibly have network obligations 
beyond its own operation. An incumbent LEC has no obligation to interconnect with 
camers at a geographic point where the incumbent is not a LEC.” 

2. Similarly, a small, incumbent LEC cannot be forced involuntarily to obtain services 
from another LEC in order to offer network capabilities that go beyond the small, 
incumbent LEC’s territory and its established local service boundaries. 

3. If a call that both originates and terminates in the same local calling area ( ie . ,  a defined 
geographic area) must be hauled to a distant location and potentially back again, by virtue 
of the network design of interconnecting carrier, the responsibility for that back-and-forth 
transport is with the interconnecting carrier that has designed its network in this manner. 

4. Furthermore, small LECs cannot be required to provide services that go beyond their 
service responsibility. Small and rural LECs provision calls to end-point locations beyond 
their local calling area by directing these calls to interexchange carriers.16 The LEC’s only 
involvement in such calls is to provide originating and terminating access services to the 
interexchange carrier that is the actual service provider. The LECs are compensated by 
the interexchange carrier for the access services provided, and the interexchange carrier is 
responsible for compensating any other carrier with which the interexchange carrier 
connects for purposes of completing the call. As the Commission has concluded, access 
calls are not within the scope of telecommunications subject to the terms of “reciprocal 

An incumbent LEC’s interconnection obligations only arise with respect to the I5 

geographic area within which it operates as an incumbent LEC. See 47 U.S.C. 3 251(h)(l)- 
(l)(A) (“with respect to an area” that “on the date of enactment of the Telecommunications Act 
of 1996, [the LEC] provided telephone exchange service in such area. . . .”). See also 47 C.F.R. 
4 5 1.5 definition of “Incirmbent Local Fxchange Carrier.” See further 47 C.F.R. 5 5 1.305(a) and 
(a)(2) (“interconnection with the incumbent LEC’s network . . . ” and “technically feasible point 
within the incumbent LEC’s network . . . .”). 

l 6  In instances where the rural LEC provides interexchange services, it does so separately 
from its local service offerings and in accordance with the Commission’s equal access and toll 
dialing parity rules. 

Reply Comments ofthe Alliance oflncumbcnt 

Independent Alliance 
Rural Independent Telephone and the - 9 -  

CC Docket No. 0 1-92 
November 5,200 1 



compensation for transport and terminati~n.”’~ The Act “preserves the legal distinction 
between charges for transport and termination of local traffic and interstate and intrastate 
charges for terminating long-distance traffic.”’8 

5. Interconnection arrangements that have developed under which a Bell company may 
have interconnection responsibilities that extend across an entire LATAI9 do not logically 
or legally apply to small LECs. While a Bell Company’s operations may extend across an 
entire LATA, the small LEC’s operation does not. The service temtory of the small LEC 
is the limit of its responsibility.” 

With these inescapable facts on the record, the Rural Companies respectfilly conclude that 

l7  CMRS licensees have distorted this issue. See, e.g., Verizon Wireless at 35-47. A 
small LEC in eastern Pennsylvania does not provide any LEC service to its end users for interstate 
calling to locations throughout the five state area of the New York MTA. Instead, the interstate 
calls are toll calls, and the small LEC directs these calls to the toll carrier of the customer’s 
choice. It is the interexchange carrier that is responsible for compensating a wireless carrier that 
may be operating in the New York MTA when that interexchange carrier delivers the call for 
termination to the wireless carrier’s end user. See, e.g., Sprint at 37-43 (“CMRS carriers are 
entitled to receive compensation in the form of access charges when providing access services to 
interexchange carriers.”). 

Provisions in the Telecommunications Act of 1996; and Interconnection between Local Exchange 
Carriers and Commercial Radio Service Providers, CC Docket Nos. 96-98 and 95-1 85, 1 1 FCC 
Rcd. 15499, 1601 3 (para. 1033) ( 1  996) (“First Report and Order”). “Pursuant to Section 
5 1.703(b), a LEC may not charge CMRS providers for facilities used to deliver LEC-originated 
traffic that originates and terminates within the same MTA, as this constitutes local traffic under 
our rules. Such traffic falls under our reciprocal compensation rules if carried by the incumbent 
LEC, and under our access charge rules if carried by an interexchange carrier.” Memorandum 
Opinion and Order, In the Matters of TSR Wireless, LLC, et al., Complainants, v. US West 
Communications, Inc. et al., Defendants, released June 21, 2000, in File Nos. E-98-13, E-98-15, 
E-98-16, E-98-1 7, and E-98-1 8 at para. 3 1 .  

are not. Interconnection agreements between Bell Companies and local interconnecting carriers 
often voluntarily include unique arrangements for toll traffic that are different from the terms that 
apply under access tariff offerings. Some interconnecting carriers are confused and fail to 
recognize that these provisions, related to toll calls and unique arrangements, have no relevance 
or application to small LECs that are not intraLATA toll service providers. 

*’ The concept of LATA was developed for Bell Companies and established the bounds of 
business restrictions imposed on these carriers. The concept is not relevant to the interconnection 
obligations of small LECs, or the services provided by a small LEC, unless a Bell Company is 
involved. 

First Report and Order, In the Matter of Implementation of the Local Competition 

l9 Bell Companies are often intraLATA toll service providers while most small rural LECs 
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Commission should avoid the imposition of any interconnection plan or mechanism that fails to 

incorporate an understanding of these facts. A rural LEC is not and cannot undertake 

responsibility for the transport of telecommunications services beyond its local exchange carrier 

service boundaries or beyond its own physical network. 

111. CONCLUSION 

The potential adoption of any new intercarrier compensation framework, including a bill- 

and-keep approach, presents issues that have not been addressed in this proceeding. The general 

proposals and policy questions raised by the NPRM have not provided a record upon which a 

rational plan can be developed with respect to intercarrier compensation mechanisms with the 

Rural Companies. The Rural Companies urge the Commission to refine and more clearly identi@ 

and address potential changes and their ramifications. Therefore, the Commission should provide 

the industry with the opportunity to evaluate hl ly  any proposal and potential effects prior to 

moving forward with what would be profound changes. 

In addressing the record, the Commission should reject those comments that suggest that 

large LECs should be allowed improperly to establish interconnection arbitrarily on behalf of small 

LECs, in denial of small LECs’ rights. Also, the Commission should be guided by the facts set 

forth in this Reply that demonstrate that the interconnection obligations of rural incumbent LECs 

cannot extend beyond their own incumbent networks and local service offerings. 
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Finally, the Rural Companies respecthlly submit that any changes in intercamer 

compensation must include the development of alternative cost recovery sources that will 

preserve a rational pricing and cost recovery system that will promote investment in modern and 

advanced networks in higher cost, rural areas. 

Respectfblly submitted, 

ALLIANCE OF INCUMBENT RURAL 
TNDEPENDENT TELEPHONE COMPANIES 

AND THE 
INDEPENDENT ALLIANCE 

Steven E. Watkins 
Principal, Management Consulting 
Kraskin, Lesse & Cosson, LLP 

By: 
Stephen G. Kraskin 
Kraskin, Lesse & Cosson, LLP 
2120 L Street, N.W., Suite 520 
Washington, D.C. 20037 
202-296-8890 

Their Attorney 

November 5,2001 

Reply Comments of the Alliance of Incumbent 

Independent Alliance 
Rural Independent Telephone and the - 12 - 

CC Docket No. 0 1 -92 
November 5,200 1 



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I, Ann Tait, of Kraskin, Lesse & Cosson, LLP, 2120 L Street, NW, Suite 520, 
Washington, DC 20037, do hereby certie that a copy of the foregoing "Reply Comments of the 

prepaid to the following parties: 

Alliance of Incumbent Rural Independent Telephone 
was served on this 5" day ofNovember 2001, via 

Chairman Michael Powell * 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12* Street, SW, Room 8-B201 
Washington, DC 20554 

Commissioner Michael J. Copps * 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12* Street, SW, Room 8-A302 
Washington, DC 20554 

Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy * 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12* Street, SW, Room 8-A204 
Washington, DC 20554 

Commissioner Kevin Martin * 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12* Street, SW, Room 8-C302 
Washington, DC 20554 

Qualex International * 
445 12" Street, SW 
Room CY-B402 
Washington, DC 20554 

Paul Moon* 
Common Carrier Bureau 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12" Street, SW, Room 3-C423 
Washington, DC 20554 

Jane Jackson* 
Common Carrier Bureau 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12* Street, SW, Room 5-A225 
Washington, DC 20554 

Wanda Hams * 
Common Carrier Bureau 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12" Street, SW, Room 5-A452 
Washington, DC 20554 
(diskette) 

Richard J. Johnson 
M. Cecilia Ray 
Moss & Barnett 
4800 Wells Fargo Center 
90 South 7" Street 
Minneapolis, MN 55402 
Counsel for Minnesota Independent Coalition 

W.R. England, 111 
Brian T. McCartney 
Brydon, Swearengen & England, P.C. 
3 12 East Capitol Avenue 
Jefferson City, MO 65 102-0456 
Counsel for the Missouri Small Telephone 
Group 

Keith Oliver 
Vice President, Finance 
Home Telephone Company, Inc. 
PO Box 1194 
Moncks Comer, SC 29461 

Wesley E. Carson 
President & Chief Administrative Officer 
ACS of Anchorage, Inc. 
510 L Street, Suite 500 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Jan F. Reimers, President 
ICORE, Inc. 
326 S. 2"d Street 
Emmaus, PA 18049 

Robert J. Aamoth 
Kelley, Drye & Warren, LLP 
1200 19m Street, NW, Suite 500 
Washington, DC 20036 
Counsel for Guyana Telphone & Telegraph Ltd. 



Jonathan E. Canis 
Ross A. Buntrock 
Kelley, Drye & Warren, LLP 
1200 19TH Street, NW, Suite 500 
Washington, DC 20036 
Counsel for Cbeyond Communications, 
LLC 

Ron Comingdeer 
Ron Comingdeer & Associates, PC 
Kendall Pamsh 
601 1 N. Robinson 
Oklahoma City, OK 73 1 18 
Counsel for the Oklahoma Rural 
Telephone Coalition 

Gerard J. D u e  
Blooston, Mordofsky, Dickens, Du@ & 
Prendergast 
2120 L Street, NW, Suite 300 
Washington, DC 20037 
Counsel for the Western Alliance 

L. Marie Guillory 
Daniel Mitchell 
Jill Canfield 
Scott Reiter 
Rick Schadelbauer 
NTCA 
4121 Wilson Blvd., 
Tenth Floor 
Arlington, VA 22203 

Agris Palvolvskis 
The Michigan Exchange Carriers 
Association, Inc. 
1400 Michigan National Tower 
PO Box 20025 
Lansing, MI 48901 -0025 

John M. Goodman 
Michael E. Glover 
Edward Shakin 
Verizon Telephone Companies 
1300 I Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20005 

Joseph 0. Kahl 
Patrick McGuire 
RCN Telecom Services, Inc. 
105 Carnegie Center 
Princeton, NJ 08540 

Cherie R. Kiser 
Catherine Carroll 
Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris, Glovsky and Popeo, 
P.C. 
701 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 
Suite 900 
Washington, DC 20004-2608 
Counsel for Cablevision Lightpath, Inc. 

John Sumpter 
Pac-West Telecomm, Inc. 
1776 March Lane, Suite 250 
Stockton, CA 95297 

Lee Schroeder 
Vice President, Government and Regulatory 
Strategy 
Cablevision Lightpath, Inc. 
11 11 Stewart Avenue 
Bethpage, NY 1 17 14 

Andrew D. Lipman 
Patrick J.  Donovan 
Tamar E. Finn 
Swidler Berlin Shereff Friedman, LLP 
3000 K Street, NW 
Suite 300 
Washington, DC 20007 
Counsel for Allegiance Telecom, Inc. 

Andrew D. Lipman 
Patrick J. Donovan 
Richard M. Rindler 
Michael W. Fleming 
Swidler Berlin Shereff Friedman, LLP 
3000 K Street, NW 
Suite 300 
Washington, DC 20007 
Counsel for Focal Communications Corporation, 
PAC-West Telecomm, Inc., RCN Telecom 
Services, Inc. and US LEC Corp. 

Richard J. Metzger 
Focal Communications Corporation 
7799 Leesburg Pike 
Suite 850 North 
Falls Church, VA 22043 

Steve Hamlen 
United Utilities, Jnc. 
5450 A Street 
Anchorage, AK 995 18- 129 1 

2 



Sumner N. Smith 
US LEC Corp 
Three Morrocroft Centre 
6801 Morrison Blvd., 
Charlotte, NC 2821 1 

Thomas Jones 
A. Renee Callahan 
Christi Shewman 
Willkie Farr & Gallagher 
Three Lafayette Centre 
1155 21" Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20036 
Counsel for Time Warner Telecom 

Joseph G. Dicks, Esq. 
Law Office of Joseph G. Dicks, A.P.C. 
750 B Street, Suite 23 10 
San Diego, CA 92 10 1 
Counsel for North County 
Communications 

Genevieve Morelli 
Todd D. Daubert 
Kelley Drye & Warren, LLP 
1200 19" Street, NW, Suite 500 
Washington, DC 20036 
Counsel for CompTel 

Genevieve Morelli 
Todd D. Daubert 
Kelley Drye & Warren, LLP 
1200 19* Street, NW, Suite 500 
Washington, DC 20036 
Counsel for KMC Telecom, Inc. 

Richard M. Sbratta 
Theodore R. Kingsley 
675 West Peachtree Street, NE 
Suite 4300 
Atlanta, GA 30375-0001 
Counsel for BellSouth Corporation 

Richard Juhnke 
Jay C. Keithley 
Brian Staihr 
Charles McKee 
Norina Moy 
Sprint Corporation 
401 9" Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20004 

Leonard J. Kennedy 
Joel M. Margolis 
Nextel Communications 
200 1 Edmund Halley Drive 
Reston, VA 20 19 1 

Russell I. Zuckerman 
Francis D. R. Coleman 
Richard E. Heatter 
MarilynH. Ash 
Mpower Communications 
175 Sully's Trail - Suite 300 
Pittsford, NY 14534 

Thomas M. Koutsky 
Vice President, Law and Public Policy 
Z-Tel Communicarions, Inc. 
601 S. Harbour Island Blvd., Suite 220 
Tampa, FL 33602 

Douglas I. Brandon 
Vice President, Legal and External Affairs 
AT&T Wireless Services, Inc. 
1 150 Connecticut Avenue, NW, 4" Floor 
Washington, DC 20036 

Daniel M. Waggonerhs 
Suzanne Toller 
Gregory Kopta 
Jane Whang 
Davis Wright Tremaine, LLP 
1501 Fourth Avenue, Suite 2600 
Seattle, WA 98 101 
Counsel for AT&T Wireless Services, Inc. 

Laura H. Phillips 
Jason E. Friedrich 
Dow, Lohnes & Albertson, PLLC 
1200 New Hampshire Avenue, NW 
Suite 800 
Washington, DC 20036 
Counsel for Nextel Communications 

John T. Scott, Ill  
Charon J. Harris 
Anne E. Hoskins 
Stephen J. Berman 
Verizon Wireless 
1300 I Street, NW 
Suite 400 West 
Washington, DC 20005 

3 



Michael F. Altschul 
Cellular Telecommunications & Internet 
Assn. 
1250 Connecticut Avenue, NW 
Suite 800 
Washington, DC 20036 

Philip L. Verveer 
Sue D. Blumenfeld 
David M. Don 
Kelly N. McCollian 
Willkie Farr & Gallagher 
Three Lafayette Centre 
1155 21" Street, NW, Suite 600 
Washington, DC 20036 
Counsel for CTIA 

Brian T. O'Connor 
Robert Calaff 
Dan Menser 
Voicestream Wireless Corporation 
401 - 9* Street, NW, Suite 550 
Washington, DC 20004 

Harold Salters 
Personal Communications Industry 
Association 
500 Montgomery Street, Suite 700 
Alexandria, VA 223 14 

Caressa D. Bennet 
Brent H. Weingardt 
Kenneth C. Johnson 
Rural Telecommunications Group 
1000 Vermont Avenue, NW, Tenth 
Floor 
Washington, DC 20005 

Laura Phillips 
J. G. Harrington 
Carlos M. Nalda 
Dow, Lohnes & Albertson, PLLC 
1200 New Hampshire Avenue, NW 
Suite 800 
Washington, DC 20036 
Counsel for Triton PCS License 
Company, LLC 

Snavely King Majores O'Conner &Lee 
1220 L Street, N.W. Suite 410 
Washington, D.C. 20005 

Michael K. Kurtis 
Lisa L. Leibow 
Kurtis & Associates, PC 
2000 M Stert, NW 
Suite 600 
Washington, DC 20036 
Counsel for Mid-Missouri Cellular 

Kevin J. Kelly 
TCA, Inc. - Telcom Consulting Associates 
1465 Kelly Johnson Blvd., Suite 200 
Colorado Springs, CO 80920 

Margot Smiley Humphrey 
NRTA 
Holland & Knight, LLP 
2 100 Pennsylvania Avenue,NW 
Suite 400 
Washington, DC 20037 

Stuart Polikoff 
OPATSCO 
21 Dupont Circle, NW 
Suite 700 
Washington, DC 20036 

George N. Barclay 
Michael J. Ettner 
General Services Administration 
1800 F Street, NW, 
Room 4002 
Washington, DC 20405 

Richard A. Askoff 
Tracey Barrett 
Colin Sandy 
Martha West 
National Exchange Carrier Association, Inc. 
2120 L Street, NW, Suite 650 
Washington, DC 20037 

Jonathan Jacob Nadler 
Stephen J. Dual1 
Squire, Sanders & Dempsey, LLP 
120 1 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 
Box 407 
Washington, DC 20004 
Counsel for the Information Technology 
Association of America 

4 



Staci L. Pies 
William P. Hunt, I11 
Level 3 Communications, LLC 
8270 Greensboro Drive, Suite 900 
McLean, VA 22 102 

Donna N. Lampert 
Melissa A. Roover 
Lampert & O’Connor, P.C. 
1750 K Street, NW 
Suite 600 
Washington, DC 20006 
Counsel for AOL Time Warner Inc. 

Steven N. Teplitz 
VP, Communications Policy & 
Regulatory Affairs 
AOL Time Warner Inc. 
1 10 1 Connecticut Avenue, NW 
Suite 400 
Washington, DC 20036 

Christopher W. Savage 
Rachael Galoob 
Cole, Raywid & Braverman, LLP 
19 19 Pennsylvania Avenue,NW 
Suite 200 
Washington, DC 20006 
Counsel for Global NAPS, Inc. 

William J. Rooney, Jr. 
Executive VP & General Counsel 
Global NAPS, Inc. 
10 Merrymount Road 
Quincy, MA 12 169 

LeeL. Selwyn 
Scott C. Lindquist 
Economics and Technology, Inc 
Two Center Plaza 
Boston, MA 02 108 

G. Nanette Thompson 
Regulatory Commission of Alaska 
701 West 8* Avenue, Suite 300 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Public Service Commission of Wisconsin 
610 North Whitney Way, 
P.O. Box 7854 
Madison, WI 53707-7854 

Laurie Pappas 
Deputy Public Counsel 
Texas Office of Public Utility Counsel 
PO Box 12397 
Austin, TX 7871 1-2397 

David Cosson 
John Kuykendall 
Kraskin, Lesse & Cosson 
2120 L Street, NW 
Suite 520 
Washington, DC 
Counsel For Rural Independent Competitive 
Alliance 

Carol Ann Bischoff 
Jonathan Lee 
Competitive Telecommunications Association 
1900 M Street, NW, Suite 800 
Washington, DC 20036 

Mark C. Rosenblum 
Stephen C. Garavito 
Peter H. Jacoby 
Teresa Marrero 
Judy Sello 
AT&T Corporation 
295 North Maple Avenue 
Basking Ridge, NJ 07920 

David L. Lawson 
James P. Young 
Paul J. Zidlicky 
C. Frederick Beckner, I11 
Jennifer M. Rubin 
Sidley Austin Brown & Wood 
Counsel for AT&T Corporation 

John Ridgway, Manager Telecommunications 
Rodney Tucker, Utility Analyst 
Iowa Utilities Board 
350 Maple Street 
Des Moines, IA 503 19 

Lawrence G. Malone 
General Counsel 
Public Service Commission of the State of New 
York 
Three Empire State Plaza 
Albany, NY 12223-1352 

5 



Michael J. Travieso 
People’s Counsel 
Maryland Office of People’s Counsel 
6 St. Paul Street, Suite 2102 
Baltimore, MD 21202 

Professor David Gabel 
Mark Kosmo 
Gabel Communications 
3 1 Steams Street 
Newton, MA 02459 

National Association of State Utility 
Consumer Advocates 
8300 Colesville Road 
Suite 101 
Silver Spring, MD 209 10 

Joy Gullikson 
Director, External AfEdrs 
ONVOY, Inc. 
10405 Sixth Avenue, North 
Plymouth, MN 5 544 1 

David C. Bartlett 
Assistant Vice President 
Federal Regulatory Affairs 
Alltel Communications Inc. 
601 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 
Suite 720 
Washington, DC 20004 

Lawrence E. Sajeant 
Linda L. Kent 
Keith Townsend 
John W. Hunter 
Julie E. Rones 
1401 H Street, NW, Suite 600 
Washington, DC 20005 
Counsel For United States Telecom 
Association 

John F. Jones 
Vice President, Federal Government 
Relations 
CenturyTel, Inc. 
100 Century Park Drive 
Monroe, Louisiana 71203 

Karen Brinkman 
Richard R. Cameron 
Latham & Watkins 
100 1 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20004 
Counsel for CenturyTel, Inc. 

Audrey Wright 
Erik Whitlock 
Cable & Wireless USA 
1130 Connecticut Ave., NW 
Suite 1201 
Washington, DC 20036 

Dr. Jonathan Sandbach 
Chris Taylor 
Cable & Wireless USA 
124 Theobalds Road 
London 
WC2X 8RX 
United Kingdom 

Gary M. Cohen 
Lionel B. Wilson 
Ellen S. Levine 
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
Counsel for the People of the State of California 
and the California Public Utilities Commission 

Jeffery A. Brueggeman 
Gary L. Phillips 
Roger K. Toppins 
Paul K. Mancini 
1401 Eye Street, NW 
Suite 400 
Washington, DC 20005 
Counsel for SBC Communications, Inc. 

A. Richard Metzger, Jr. 
Lawler, Metzger, & Milkman LLC 
1909 K Street, NW Suite 820 
Washington, DC 20006 
Counsel for Worldcom 

Mary L. Brown 
Henry G. Hultquist 
Karen M. Johnson 
Worldcom 
1133 19* Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20036 

6 



Paul Kouroupas 
Senior Counsel 
Worldwide Regulatory and Industry 
mkirs 
Global Crossing Ltd. 
7 Giralda Farms 
Madison, New Jersey 07940 

James Bradford Ramsay 
Sharla Barkind 
National Association of Regulatory 
Utility Commissioners 
1 101 Vermont Avenue NW Suite 200 
Washington, DC 20005 

David W. Zesiger 
Executive Director 
The Independent Telephone & 
Telecommunications Alliance 
1300 Connecticut Avenue, NW 
Suite 600 
Washington, DC 20036 

Donn T. Wonnell 
2944 Crow’s Nest Circle 
Anchorage, Alaska 995 15 
Counsel for the Independent Telephone 
& Telecommunications Alliance 

James R. Lowell 
Parrish, Blessing & Associates, Inc. 
10905 Ft. Washington Road 
Suite 307 
Ft. Washington, Md. 20744 

Kenneth T. Burchett 
Je@ H. Smith 
GVNW Consulting, Inc. 
8050 SW Warm Springs Street 
Suite 200 
Tualatin, Oregon 97062 

James S. Blaszak 
Levine, Blaszak, Block & Boothby, LLP 
2001 L Street, NW 
Suite 900 
Washington, DC 20036 
Counsel for the Ad Hoc 
Telecommunications Users Committee 

Marc D. Poston 
Senior Counsel Attorney for the Missouri Public 
Service Commission 
P.O. Box 360 
Jefferson City, MO 65 102 

Ivan C. Evilsizer 
The Office of Ivan C. Evilsizer 
2033 1 l* Avenue, Suite #7 
Helena, MT 59601 
Counsel for Ronan Telephone Company and Hot 
Springs Telephone Company 

James Rowe 
Executive Director 
Alaska Telephone Association 
201 E. 56*, Suite 114 
Anchorage, Alaska 995 18 

Keith E. Clayton 
President 
ITCs, Inc. 
4775 Barnes Road, Suite M 
Colorado Springs, Colorado 809 17 

Sharon J. Devine 
Craig J. Brown 
Qwest Communications International, Inc 
1020 19* St., N.W., Suite 700 
Washington, D.C. 20036 

John H. Harwood I1 
Jonathan E. Nuechterlein 
Russell P. Hanser 
Wilmer, Cutler & Pickering 
2445 M St., N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20037 
Counsel for Qwest Communications 
International, Inc. 

Cynthia B. Miller, Esquire 
Bureau of Intergovernmental Liaison 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850 

Myra Karegianes 
Sarah A. Naumer 
Thomas G. Aridas 
Illinois Commerce Commission 
160 N. LaSalle, Suite C-800 
Chicago, Illinois 60601 

* via hand delivery 

7 


